February 11, 1983 LB 59

federal income tax occurring in July 1 of this year with
portions golnp into effect in January. |f they'fail to

act, what woul d happen and the same questi on was asked,

shoul d the Board of Equalization as conposed after January

of this year, fall to act, what woul d happen, and when that

i ssue was raised several of us said we would introduce

| ep,islation to affect the change I n order to prevent the
state fromlosing revenue that otherwise will be |ost dur-
Inp the foll ow np eighteen nonths, fromJanuary 1 of '83
through June 30 of '84 and that is the purpose of the in-
troduction of the bill is to adJust that rate. Asdrafted

It does a couple of other things consistent wth what was

di scussed during the Special Session. Nunber one, it sets
the rate at 20$ for the cal endar year '83 which means that
the Board of Equalization, should we appropriate funds over
and above what will be proJdected for receipts, would be pro-
hibited fromchanging that 20%rate but we said at that tinme
that the 20% rate woul d be adequate along with the 3.5% sal es
tax and the bill merely keeps faith with that presunption at
tt.," time. There are two provisions under the bill in_which
the Board of Equalization could adJust the 20%rate. Oneis
kt specifically nmakes It clearer that should receipts be |ess
than 5g of proJdections at the end of n quarter that the board
could nmeet and adJust the rates to accommodate that. nr if the
recei pts were 10C above at the end of any quarter they could
again neet to adJust the rates |f they thought it was neces-
sary. The other provision which they would then neet is if
In the event that Conpress or the federal government changes
again the federal tax laws that would have an inpact on state
receipts, either up or down, either an increase or a decrease,
then the board again woul d be authorized to nmeet and adJust
the rates to acconmodate that change. | would hope that the
body I n keeping with the coonmtment that nmany of us made woul d
advance the bill as it was introduced along with the energency
cl ause whi ch shoul d have been included In the original draft.
There are argunents to be made and they were presented at the
public hearing and the conmittee note indicating those occur-
ring In a neutral capacity, expressing some concerns about
the inpact of adJustlng the rates on some segnents of the
state because of the basic |law that we have. |, too, shared
that concern and for that reason had introduced LB 27 which
was heard the sane day in which | thought that issue could or
shoul d be addressed. | only bring this up because | do not
intend to support at this point anendnents to the basic | aw
to be tacked onto LB 59. | think it should remain avery clean,
clear bill dealing only with the rate change. By the Same
token those who believe that there are basic inequities In
the law, that | woul d hope woul d cone out of the Revenue
Cormittee to be addressed on that basis alone. | do not

think that we should adJust the rates by the Legislature



